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Introduction
In [1], CT1 mentions about an issue regarding the usage of PEIPS information in RAN in case of abnormal scenario with the inclusions of  a new NAS functionality. 
We present our views in this paper and propose a way forward with a reply LS to CT1.
Discussion
In the LS [1], CT1 had discussed the abnormal scenario where the NAS registration procedure fails due to the AMF not receiving the newly defined CT1 message, REGISTRATION COMPLETE message, from the UE, in response to the REGISTRATION ACCEPT message from AMF with the PEIPS assistance information. In such case, CT1 thinks that the AMF cannot be certain which value of the PEIPS assistance information will be ultimately used by the UE because of no acknowledgement received. It can be hence assumed that if the UE keeps using the old value, but RAN receives a different value from AMF of the PEIPS information, then it may result in missed paging.
Observation 1: CT1 considers there is a risk of AMF signalling a value to RAN of the PEIPS assistance information that may be different from the one used by the UE, due to no reception of the REGISTRATION COMPLETE message.
CT1 therefore asks RAN2 and RAN3, that in order for paging not to be missed due to such abnormal case, AMF needs to signal both the old value (assigned to the UE before) and the new value (sent in the NAS REGISTRATION ACCEPT message) to NG-RAN, so that NG-RAN will consider both the old and new PEIPS information as valid for CN-based and UE-ID based subgrouping.
It should be however noted that the previous NAS logic, without the REGISTRATION COMPLETE message, the issue also exists, where the AMF does not know if the UE will accept the new value of PEIPS. Also, if we follow the solution suggested form CT1, then this means the follow observations:
1) AMF is not sure which value of PEIPS will be used by the UE. 
2) AMF signals an indication of this “uncertainty” to NG-RAN, with both the new and old values. This translates into IOT issue of NG-RAN behavior how it should use both values, and for how long? 
3) The issue will also impact XnAP and F1AP and will be visible at gNB-DU side, causing thereby extra complexity in the network.
4) Also, such indication will reveal the NAS issue to NG-RAN, i.e., NG-RAN will have visibility of NAS failure that the new message was not received, which against NAS being transparent to RAN..
5) The probability of missing paging due to mismatch of PEIPS values can happen in legacy case where no ACK is received from the UE using the previous new NAS logic. Even with legacy case, there was no notable issue raised with other paging functionalities (e.g., eDRX).
Hence, we believe that the scenario raised by CT1 can be construed as a NAS issue that should be handled at AMF side. Also, it is a very corner case scenario that does not justify the induced complexity and specification impacts to NG-AP, XnAP, F1AP and RAN2 specs.
Observation 2: The scenario raised by CT1 can be construed as a NAS issue that should be handled by NAS. Also, it is a very corner case scenario that does not justify the induced complexity and specification impacts to NG-AP, XnAP, F1AP and RAN2 specs.
Also, most likely the new PEIPS value should be used. In the probability it was lost, due to bad coverage, the UE will detect it did not receive the NAS message and re-attempt the procedure in which updated PEIPS is signalled to the AMF. And the AMF can hence indicate the new value to NG-RAN. Therefore, it is an issue at sender’s side (AMF), and the misalignment should self-heal after a second NAS procedure re-attempts.  
Observation 3: Even if this probability of mismatch is realized, the UE can still update the AMF when it tries the NAS procedure again, and the AMF informs the RAN.
Based on the above, it is proposed that RAN3 replies to CT1 that we do not see the justification to impact NG-RAN and RAN3 specifications about the (small) risk that the UE still uses the previous PEIPS information in case the AMF detected a missing acknowledgement. The issue can be handle dby AMF implementation, or simply the PEIPS is updated at RAN when AMF receives a new NAS message from UE
Proposal 1: RAN3 replies to CT1 that RAN3 considers the scenario raised by CT1 as a corner case that does not justify the impacts to NG-RAN and RAN3 specifications. The issue can be handled by AMF implementation, or simply the PEIPS is updated at RAN when AMF receives a new NAS message from UE.
A draft LS reply to CT1 is available in [2].
Conclusion
Observation 1: CT1 considers there is a risk of AMF signalling a value to RAN of the PEIPS assistance information that may be different from the one used by the UE, due to no reception of the REGISTRATION COMPLETE message.
Observation 2: The scenario raised by CT1 can be construed as a NAS issue that should be handled by NAS. Also, it is a very corner case scenario that does not justify the induced complexity and specification impacts to NG-AP, XnAP, F1AP and RAN2 specs.
Observation 3: Even if this probability of mismatch is realized, the UE can still update the AMF when it tries the NAS procedure again, and the AMF informs the RAN.
Proposal 1: RAN3 replies to CT1 that RAN3 considers the scenario raised by CT1 as a corner case that does not justify the impacts to NG-RAN and RAN3 specifications. The issue can be handled by AMF implementation, or simply the PEIPS is updated at RAN when AMF receives a new NAS message from UE.
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